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Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of claims 28-48 in the reply filed on 5/9/07 is 
acknowledged. 

Response to Amendment 

2. In the amendment filed 5/9/07, the following has occurred: claims 28, 29, 31-35, and 37 
have been amended, claims 49-55 have been canceled, and claims 56-82 have been added. 
Now, claims 28-48 and 56-82 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 28-48 and 56-82 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

5. Claims 28 recites the phrase "determining whether at least some fields... sufficiently 
match..." It is unclear what level of matching is required fields to "sufficiently match" For the 
purposes of applying art, the Examiner will disregard the term "sufficiently." 

6. Claims 56 and 71 recite a similar limitation and are rejected for the same reasoning. 

7. Claims 29-48, 57-70, and 72-82 are rejected for the same reasons as given above 
based upon dependency. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 28-48 and 56-82 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Bailis et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,999,946. 

10. As per claim 28, Bailis et al. teach a method of providing a predicted answer in response 
to a query from a user, the method comprising: retrieving a stored query from a cache that 
stores queries and answers to queries stored from previously completed queries sent to the 
system (see column 4, lines 47-49); determining whether at least some fields in the stored query 
match corresponding fields in the user's query and retrieving an answer corresponding to the 
stored query from the cache (see column 4, lines 55-58); determining whether the retrieved 
answer is not stale (see column 4, lines 50-54); and if the retrieved answer is not stale, returning 
the retrieved answer as the predicted answer to the user's query (see column 4, lines 55-58). 
Bailis et al. do not expressly teach said system as an availability system. However the specific 
data that is being queried does not patentably distinguish the claimed method because such 
data is non-functional descriptive material. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to apply the querying of Bailis et al. to any type of 
commercial database engine (see column 4, lines 15-17), such as that of an airline seat 
availability system. One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would 
have been motivated to apply the querying as such for the purpose of performing large scale 
searches more efficiently as suggested by Bailis et al. (see column 1, lines 9-10). 

11. As per claim 29, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 28 as described above. Bailis et 
al. further teaches storing queries and answers from previously completed queries in the cache 
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(see column 4, lines 47-49). Bailis et al. do not expressly teach storing one or more query fields 
for airline name, flight number, origination, destination, date of query, traveler nationality, point 
of purchase, frequent flyer status and seller data. However these differences are only found in 
the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying airline name, flight number, 
origination, destination, date of query, traveler nationality, point of purchase, frequent flyer 
status and seller data is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of 
patentability. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. 
because such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely 
labeling the data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice. 

12. As per claim 30, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 28 as described above. Bailis et 
al. do not expressly teach storing one or more answer fields for booking codes and booking 
counts and assigning a data parameter to the stored answer wherein assigning includes one or 
more parameters for time, date, source and user characteristics. However these differences are 
only found in the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying airline name, flight 
number, origination, destination, date of query, traveler nationality, point of purchase, frequent 
flyer status and seller data is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this 
descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of 
patentability. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. 
because such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely 
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labeling the data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of 
design choice. 

1 3. As per claim 31 , Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 28 as described above, wherein 
determining whether at least some of the fields of a stored query matches the user's query 
further comprises: matching the query fields of the query to the query fields stored in the cache 
database (see column 4, lines 55-58). Bailis et al. do not expressly teach parsing the query into 
query fields. Official notice is taken that parsing data is old and well known in the art. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to parse 
the query for the purpose of convenient prediction analysis. 

14. As per claim 32, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 28 as described above, wherein 
matching further comprises exactly matching the query fields in the query to the query fields of a 
query stored in the cache (see column 4, lines 55-58). 

1 5. As per claim 33, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 28 as described above, wherein 
matching further comprises: approximately matching the query fields in the query to at least 
some of the query fields of a query stored in the cache (see column 4, lines 55-58). 

16. As per claim 34, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 28 as described above. Bailis et 
al. further teach if the retrieved answer is stale, sending an actual query to the system, returning 
the actual answer received from the system to the user (see column 4, lines 8-14); and storing 
the actual answer and query in the cache database (see column 4, lines 47-49). 

17. As per claim 35, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 30 as described above, wherein 
determining whether the retrieved answer is not stale further comprises: retrieving a time stamp 
parameter corresponding to the retrieved answer, determining a threshold time, and comparing 
the time stamp parameter to the threshold time (see column 4, lines 50-54). 
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18. As per claim 36, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 35 as described above. Bailis et 
al. do not expressly teach determining a threshold time according to one or more query factors, 
said query factors including a date of flight, an origin of a flight, a destination of a flight, a time of 
flight, a day of week per flight, a size of the airplane, an actual answer to a completed query that 
matches the seat availability query and an actual answer to a completed query that does not 
match the seat availability query. However these differences are only found in the non-functional 
data stored in the database. Data identifying a date of flight, an origin of a flight, a destination of 
a flight, a time of flight, a day of week per flight, a size of the airplane, an actual answer to a 
completed query that matches the seat availability query and an actual answer to a completed 
query that does not match the seat availability query is not functionally related to the substrate 
of the method. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the 
prior art in terms of patentability. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to store any data in the database of the 
method of Bailis et al. because such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the 
method and merely labeling the data differently from that in the prior art would have been an 
obvious matter of design choice. 

19. As per claim 37, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 28 as described above, wherein 
returning the retrieved answer as the predicted answer to the user's query further comprises: 
determining that the retrieved answer from the cache database is stale (see column 4, lines 50- 
54). Bailis et al. do not expressly teach including a confidence factor corresponding to the 
predicted answer. However this difference is only found in the non-functional data stored in the 
database. Data identifying a confidence factor is not functionally related to the substrate of the 
method. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior 
art in terms of patentability. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
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the art at the time the invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of 
Bailis et al. because such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and 
merely labeling the data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter 
of design choice. 

20. As per claim 38, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 37 as described above. Bailis et 
al do not expressly teach a confidence factor corresponding to the predicted answer. However 
this difference is only found in the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying a 
confidence factor is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. because 
such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely labeling the 
data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of design choice. 

21 . As per claim 39, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 37 as described above. Bailis et 
al. do not expressly teach a confidence factor corresponding to the predicted answer. However 
this difference is only found in the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying a 
confidence factor is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. because 
such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely labeling the 
data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of design choice. 

22. As per claim 40, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 37 as described above. Bailis et 
al. do not expressly teach a confidence factor corresponding to the predicted answer. However 
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this difference is only found in the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying a 
confidence factor is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. because 
such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely labeling the 
data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of design choice. 

23. As per claim 41 , Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 37 as described above. Bailis et 
al. do not expressly teach a confidence factor corresponding to the predicted answer. However 
this difference is only found in the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying a 
confidence factor is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. because 
such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely labeling the 
data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of design choice. 

24. As per claim 42, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 37 as described above. Bailis et 
al. do not expressly teach a confidence factor corresponding to the predicted answer. However 
this difference is only found in the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying a 
confidence factor is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. because 
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such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely labeling the 
data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of design choice. 

25. As per claim 43, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 42 as described above. Bailis et 
al. do not expressly teach a confidence factor corresponding to the predicted answer. However 
this difference is only found in the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying a 
confidence factor is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. because 
such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely labeling the 
data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of design choice. 

26. As per claim 44, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 43 as described above. Bailis et 
al. do not expressly teach a confidence factor corresponding to the predicted answer. However 
this difference is only found in the non-functional data stored in the database. Data identifying a 
confidence factor is not functionally related to the substrate of the method. Thus, this descriptive 
material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to store any data in the database of the method of Bailis et al. because 
such data does not functionally relate to the substrate of the method and merely labeling the 
data differently from that in the prior art would have been an obvious matter of design choice. 

27. As per claim 45, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 42 as described above, wherein 
predicting produces a confidence factor according to a model using as a factor in the model a 
threshold time, which if lapsed, indicates that the retrieved answer is considered stale (see 
column 4, lines 50-54). 
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28. As per claim 46, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 45 as described above, wherein 
the threshold time varies over the lapsing of time (see column 4, lines 62-65). 

29. As per claim 47, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 45 as described above, wherein 
the threshold time is a pre-set time (see column 4, lines 53-54). 

30. As per claim 48, Bailis et al. teach the method of claim 45 as described above, wherein 
the threshold time is a pre-set time determined for each given system (see column 4, lines 53- 
54). 

31 . Claims 56-82 recite substantially similar system and computer program product 
limitations to those already addressed above in method claims 28-48 and, as such, are rejected 
for similar reasons as given above. 



Conclusion 

32. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Luke Gilligan whose telephone number is (571) 272-6770. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8am-5:30pm. 

33. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on (571) 272-6776. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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34. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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